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ABSTRACT

In April 2017, archaeologists from
Coastal Environments, Inc. (CEI) conducted
intensive archaeological survey with shovel
testing in accordance with Council of Texas
Archeologists (CTA) and Texas Historical
Commission
(THC)
guidelines
on
approximately 131 acres of land at I.B.
Magee Park for the Nueces County Coastal
Parks System in advance of proposed
improvements to the park. The park is
located along the shoreline in Port Aransas,
Texas at the northern end of Mustang Island,
immediately south of the University of Texas
Marine Science Institute and the Corpus
Christi Ship Channel, also known as Aransas
Pass.

in the research design covered 154 acres and
included areas in the western portion of the
park that were later excluded from the APE
based on verbal statements from the Director
of Coastal Parks for Nueces County, Scott
Cross.
This area consists of heavily
vegetated, tall sandy dunes. Mr. Cross stated
that no impacts are planned in the area of
dunes in the western portion of the park, and
he expressed understanding that if that
portion of the park was to be excluded from
the current survey effort, any future impacts
to that area would likely require
archaeological investigation. The area of
dunes thus excluded from investigation
totaled approximately 23 acres.

Because the proposed improvements
may result in impacts to Nueces County
property, the project falls under the Texas
Administrative Code (13 TAC 26.20[2]).
The investigation involved pedestrian survey
including shovel testing, photography, basic
archival research, and report preparation in
accordance with THC and Council of Texas
Archeologists (CTA) standards. The Area of
Potential Effects (APE) as originally defined

No archaeological sites were recorded as
a result of this survey, and historical records
indicate the portions of the park intended for
improvement have already undergone
extensive modification. Based on these
results,
no
further
archaeological
investigation is recommended. Jennifer
Hatchett Kimbell served as Principal
Investigator (TAC Permit #7982), and
Heather Perez served as field assistant.
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Chapter 1

INTRODUCTION

In April 2017, archaeologists from
Coastal Environments, Inc. (CEI) conducted
intensive archaeological survey with shovel
testing in accordance with CTA and THC
guidelines at I.B. Magee Park for the Nueces
County Coastal Parks System in advance of
proposed improvements to the park. The
park is located at the northern end of Mustang
Island, immediately south of the Corpus
Christi Ship Channel, which is also known as
Aransas Pass.
The investigation was
originally planned to include the entire 154
acres of land within the park boundaries, but
discussion with the park director, Scott
Cross, resulted in the elimination of
approximately 23 acres for which impacts are
not currently planned.
Because the proposed improvements
may result in impacts to Nueces County

property, the project falls under the Texas
Administrative Code (13 TAC 26.20[2]).
The investigation involved pedestrian survey
including shovel testing, photography, site
recording, basic archival research, and report
preparation in accordance with THC and
Council of Texas Archeologists (CTA)
standards.
No archaeological sites were recorded as
a result of this survey, and historical records
indicate the portions of the park intended for
improvement have already undergone
extensive modification. Based on these
results,
no
further
archaeological
investigation is recommended.
Jennifer
Hatchett Kimbell served as Principal
Investigator (TAC Permit #7982), and
Heather Perez served as field assistant.

Figure 1. General location map of the project area.
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Figure 2. Proposed APE on USGS topographic quad map.
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Figure 3. Proposed APE on aerial photograph.
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CHAPTER 2

BACKGROUND

species are known from this area (Griffith et al.
2007). Geology and Soils

Environmental Setting
The proposed project area is located on a
barrier island within the mid-coast barrier
islands and coastal marshes subregion of the
Western Gulf Coastal Plain ecoregion of Texas
(Griffith et al. 2007). The Corpus Christi ship
channel runs through the augmented and
maintained waterway separating Mustang
Island from San José Island, a waterway also
known as Aransas Pass. As Griffith et al.
(2007:83) explains:
The region encompasses primarily the
Holocene deposits with saline,
brackish, and freshwater marshes,
barrier islands with minor washover
fans, and tidal flat sands and clays…In
the Coastal Bend area, the barrier
islands support extensive foredunes
and back-island dune fields. Scarps
can characterize bay margins due to
beach erosion. Salt marsh and windtidal flats are mostly confined to the
back side of the barrier islands with
fresh or brackish marshes associated
with river-mouth delta areas.
This portion of the coast offers three
commercially important shrimp species as well
as oyster and blue crab, and numerous bird

Geology
Geologically, the project area overlies
Quaternary barrier island deposits (Barnes
1993). These deposits consist primarily of
well-sorted, fine-grained sand with abundant
shells and shell fragments (Barnes 1993).
Soils
Soils in this area consist of deep, poorly
drained sands of Holocene age (NRCS 2017).
Two soil units occur in the proposed APE
(Figure 4).
Coastal dunes (Cs): The Coastal dunes unit is
described as exhibiting a single horizon of fine
eolian sand of Holocene age up to 80 in thick
(NRCS 2017).
Coastal beach (Co): Like the Coastal dunes
unit, the Coastal beach unit is characterized as
a single horizon of fine sand of Holocene age
up to 80 in thick. The water table is very near
the surface however, and the sediments are
very poorly drained and highly saline due to
proximity to the ocean (NRCS 2017).

5

Figure 4. Project area soils.
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CHAPTER 3

CULTURAL SETTING

Prehistoric Background

this region exploited shellfish as well as fish,
deer, and rodents and may have practiced a
seasonal procurement strategy that relied
heavily on shellfish during the winter and
early spring when plant foods and game were
scarce (Ricklis 2004).

The proposed project area is located
within
the
Central
Texas
Coast
archaeological region (Ricklis 2004). This
section of coastline, which features estuarine
bays protected by barrier islands, has
attracted human occupation beginning in
Clovis times at least 13,000 years ago,
although the Paleoindian period on this
portion of the Texas coast is represented by
only a few diagnostic artifacts found within
isolated contexts; no intact archaeological
sites dating to the Paleoindian period have
been investigated along this portion of the
Texas coast (Ricklis 2004).

Interestingly, almost no archaeological
sites conclusively dated to the Middle
Archaic period (ca. 4,200 to 3,100 14C B.P.)
have been found along this central portion of
the Texas coast. Ricklis (2004) suggests this
lack of evidence of human occupation of the
area is related to a hypothesized reduction in
exploitable resources available within the
fragile estuarine ecological system of this
portion of the coast. Environmental changes
involving sea level high stands around 4,200
B.P. are also likely to have resulted in the
removal of alluvial deposits, including any
archaeological deposits, in lower stream
systems (Ricklis 2004).

Archaic Period (ca. 7,500 to 950 B.P.)
The Early Archaic Period (ca. 7,500 to
4,200 14C years B.P.) on the Central Texas
Coast is relatively well represented and has
been confirmed based on radiocarbon dates
on discrete stratigraphic components from
several archaeological sites in the area of
Nueces Bay (Ricklis 2004). The earliest sites
reflect a heavy reliance on shellfish but
provide little additional information on the
people who created the sites. Later Early
Archaic sites on this portion of the coast yield
more information. Based on archaeological
evidence, the later Early Archaic peoples of

Sea level stabilized at its modern
elevation at approximately 3,000 B.P., which
corresponds roughly with the beginning of
the Late Archaic period in Texas (ca. 3,100
to 950 14C B.P.). Human occupation of the
coastline appears to have intensified during
this period, and archaeological sites are more
abundant and larger than those dating to the
Early Archaic (Ricklis 2004). Shellfish, fish,
7

are relatively larger but fewer in number than
the hunting camp sites, suggesting a
winter/early spring gathering of people at few
large sites and a dispersal into smaller groups
during the late spring and summer (Ricklis
2004).

and game were important sources of food
during this period, and Ricklis (2004)
tentatively suggests a seasonal pattern of fall
through early spring occupation of shoreline
fishing camps and warm-season riverine
hunting camps; this seasonal migration
pattern is better documented for the Late
Prehistoric period in the region but may have
begun during the Late Archaic. Site 41NU2,
a large prehistoric cemetery dating to the Late
Archaic and later periods, is located at the
mouth of Oso Creek.

Historical Background
The historical period for the central
Texas coast near present-day Corpus Christi
may be said to begin in 1519 with the
mapping of the area between Veracruz and
Pensacola by Alonzo Álvarez de Piñeda. A
few years later, in 1528, members of the
Panfilo de Narvaez expedition were stranded
on the Texas coast. The survivors, led by
Álvar Nuñez Cabeza de Vaca, are thought to
have passed through the Corpus Christi Bay
region during their wanderings through
Texas (Chipman and Joseph 2010; Walraven
1982). In 1685, the French explorer La Salle
established a small post on Matagorda Bay,
driving the Spanish to begin more detailed
exploration of the coast.

Late Prehistoric (ca. 950 to 250 B.P.)
As was the case elsewhere in Texas,
the beginning of the Late Prehistoric period
coincides with the replacement (or at least
supplementation) of the atlatl and dart by the
bow and arrow and with the common use of
ceramics, which are known in small
quantities from Late Archaic assemblages
(Ricklis 2004). The early portion of the Late
Prehistoric period in this region (ca. 950 to
700 B.P.) is represented by sites yielding
Fresno and Scallorn arrow points and plain,
sandy-paste pottery. The later portion of the
Late Prehistoric period on the central Texas
coast (ca. 700 to 250 B.P.) is characterized by
the emergence of a distinctive artifact
assemblage including Perdiz arrow points
and other specific types of lithic tools and
Rockport pottery (Ricklis 2004). Fishing and
the gathering of shellfish continued as
subsistence activities but may have declined
in importance as the peoples of the central
Texas coast shifted their focus to bison
hunting. Ricklis (2004) suggests seasonal
migration patterns among the peoples of the
central Texas coast during the latter part of
the Late Archaic and into the Late
Prehistoric, based on evidence of occupation
of fishing camps during the winter and early
spring and a movement to prairie-riverine
camps during the late spring and summer
months. Interestingly, the fishing camp sites

Little is known about the majority of the
Native American groups recorded by these
early expeditions, but some of those
documented include the Cantona, Muruam,
Payaya, Sana, and Yojuane. Other tribes
encountered by early explorers included
mobile hunting parties from villages in South
and West Texas, such as Catequeza,
Cayanaaya, Chalome, Cibolo, and Jumano,
who traveled to bison hunting grounds in the
Blackland Prairies (Newcomb 1961). Later
Native American tribes, such as the Tonkawa
from Oklahoma and the Lipan Apache and
Comanche from the Plains, migrated into the
region and displaced other groups or tribes
(Newcomb 1961).
Archaeological sites
dated to this period typically contain a mix of
both European imported goods, such as metal
objects and glass beads, and chipped stone
tools.
8

In 1845, General Zachary Taylor landed
U. S. forces at present-day Corpus Christi,
provoking a war with Mexico. During the U.
S.–Mexican War, Corpus Christi served as a
major staging area for U. S. operations
(Walraven 1982).
Nueces County was
formed in 1846, and the City of Corpus
Christi was named as its county seat by 1847.
The first census of Nueces County in 1850
reported a total population of 689 with an
economy based mainly on ranching of cattle
and sheep.

the region and the city as an economic,
trading, and shipping center, efforts were
made to improve access to the ocean with
dredging of the main sea channel in 1874
(Long 2010; Walraven 1982). The channel
repeatedly shoaled over, however, and it was
not until after the 1919 hurricane that the
county and state governments agreed that
Corpus Christi needed both protection from
hurricanes and a deepwater port, which
would require the dredging of a sufficiently
deep ship channel (Walraven 1982).

During the Civil War (1861-1865),
Union forces blockaded the Gulf coast in an
attempt to prevent the movement of supplies
to the Confederate military as well as to the
civilians living in the Confederate South.
The Secession Convention in Texas voted in
March 1861 to entrench Sabine Pass,
Matagorda Island, Port Isabel, and Aransas
Pass (Barr 1961). It is unclear whether the
planned entrenchments were ever completed
at Aransas Pass, and in early 1862 Union
warships repeatedly shelled the barrier
islands near Aransas Pass with little response
from an undersupplied Confederate battery
(Barr 1961).
Later in 1862, several
skirmishes between small Union boat crews
and Confederate shore patrols led up to the
entry into Corpus Christi Bay of Union forces
that shelled the town of Corpus Christi.
Earthworks erected by General Taylor in
1845 were used as protection by the
Confederate battery protecting the town, and
the attack was thwarted with few Confederate
casualties (Barr 1961). The town of Corpus
Christi was soon reinforced with heavier
artillery and suffered little from later Union
attacks (Barr 1961).

In September 1919, much of the growing
city was destroyed by a hurricane, which
killed an estimated 350 to 400 people. City
leaders were convinced that the only way to
revive the decimated city was to build a
deepwater port, which opened in 1926 and
immediately brought with it a growth in
population (Long 2010). With the discovery
of natural gas in Nueces County in 1922,
several major oilfields were developed, and
the oil and natural gas industry became
prominent in Corpus Christi and continues to
dominate the area today. The deepwater Port
of Corpus Christi that was opened in 1926
serves today as the fifth largest port in the
United States in total tonnage (Long 2010;
Port of Corpus Christi 2016; Walraven 1982).
The land where I.B. Magee Park is
located was, between 1942 and the late 1950s
or early 1960s, part of a military installation
that included land on both sides of Aransas
Pass. In January 1942, a German U-boat was
reported in the Gulf of Mexico, only 15 miles
east of the Corpus Christi Channel (Aransas
Pass) (Gaines 2001). Naval Air Station
Corpus Christi sent planes to investigate, but
they lacked bombs; by the time explosives
were obtained and arrived in the area, the Uboat was gone (Gaines 2001). The presence
of enemy craft in the Gulf of Mexico
emphasized the general lack of military
defense of the Gulf, and the U.S. Army’s

Following the Civil War, the population
of Nueces County rapidly increased, growing
from 3,975 in 1870 to 21,955 by 1910, with
much of the population located in the Corpus
Christi area. With the continued growth of
9

southernmost of the two is immediately north
of the park boundary. Additional structures
were also present in connection with the THD
Aransas Pass, including huts for housing
soldiers, a mess hall, latrines, and a
recreational facility, but the exact locations of
these structures, and whether any of them
were located on what is now park property,
are unknown (Gaines 2001). THD Aransas
Pass was closed in July 1944 (Gaines 2001).

Southern Defense Command, which at this
time oversaw defense of only the Gulf of
Mexico, began plans to set up temporary
harbor defense (THD) stations at Aransas
Pass, Freeport, and Sabine Pass in Texas as
well as select locations along the rest of the
Gulf Coast (Gaines 2001). The THD at
Aransas Pass was located on and just outside
the current park acreage. In late 1942 and
early 1943, two concrete Panama mounts
were built for the 155-mm artillery pieces to
be installed at Aransas Pass (Gaines 2001).
The mounts are still present, and the

10

CHAPTER 4

PREVIOUS INVESTIGATIONS

potentially significant as an element of Civil
War-era Fort Semmes or Fort Aransas. No
determination has been made regarding its
eligibility for inclusion in the National
Register of Historic Places (NRHP) or for
listing as a State Antiquities Landmark
(SAL).

A search of the THC’s Texas
Archeological Sites Atlas reveals three
archaeological sites that have been recorded
within one kilometer of the proposed APE
(Figure 5). One terrestrial site, 41NU187,
recorded in 1981, is present immediately
outside the proposed APE.
This site
represents a World War II-era gun
emplacement.
Information in the site
registration form suggests that a connection
may exist to the Civil War-era Fort Semmes,
although no material culture related to that
fort has been recorded; this connection seems
unfounded. The site consists primarily of
two circular gun emplacements constructed
between late 1942 and early 1943 (Gaines
2001). Each is a concrete and masonry
circular construction with a circular steelfaced concrete pivot in the center. These
central pivots are surrounded by a second
concentric concrete foundation that supports
a steel track. An outer parapet made of
limestone masonry block and constructed as
two concentric walls connected by radial
reinforcing walls surrounds each track.
Altogether the maximum diameter of each
emplacement is approximately 15 meters.
The emplacement to the north, close to East
Cotter Avenue, is considerably degraded
compared to the one located approximately
50 meters to the south. When it was
recorded, the site was considered to be

Although the Texas Archeological Sites
Atlas shows an archaeological survey across
the eastern portion of the park (see Figure 5),
additional research indicates this survey area
is in error; no documentation of any portion
of the park having been surveyed in the past
could be located, and discussions with the
firm associated with this alleged work
(Prewitt and Associates, Inc.) indicates that
they did not conduct any actual survey work
in this area (Ross Fields, personal
communication to Jon Lohse, 2017).
Numerous underwater surveys have been
carried out in and around Aransas Pass (Hoyt
1990; Hoyt and Schmidt 1994; James and
Pearson 1991; Pearson and Simmons 1995;
Pearson and Wells 1995). These projects are
summarized in the Final Feasibility Report
and Final Environmental Impact Statement
prepared by the U.S. Army Corps of
Engineers for the Corpus Christi Ship
Channel Improvement Project (U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers 2003).
Several
shipwreck sites have been recorded in or near
11

41NU292 may be the location of the Utina.
Sites 41NU282 and 41NU292 are located just
over 1 km from the proposed APE.
Conceivably, materials from any of these
wrecks may appear from time to time on the
beach at I.B. Magee.

Aransas Pass. Site 41NU252, believed to be
the site of the S.S. Mary, is located on the
southern channel margin between the jetties
at Aransas Pass. The Mary was a sidewheeler
that commonly plied the Corpus Christi Ship
Channel and was lost in 1876.
An
unidentified wreck (41NU264) is located just
south of the channel near the seaward end of
the southern jetty. This wreck had formerly
been identified as the Utina, a steamer that
was lost in 1920. However, the Utina is now
believed to be against the submerged seaward
end of the south jetty. A fourth wreck, also
unidentified, is located slightly south of the
Corpus Christi Ship Channel opposite from
McGloin’s Bluff. This wreck may be the
remains of the Dayton, a sidewheel steamer
whose boiler blew up in 1845.
Two
additional wrecks have trinomial numbers
assigned to them and are in the general
vicinity, including 41NU282, the Baddacock,
and 41NU292, a submerged shipwreck called
M39. Based on historical photographs, site

One NRHP-listed property, the Tarpon
Inn, is located approximately 750 meters
north of the proposed APE. According to the
NRHP nomination form, the original
building that became the Tarpon Inn was
built in 1866 and destroyed by fire in 1900.
Two new buildings replaced the original but
were ravaged by the hurricane of 1919. In
that event, the larger of the two buildings was
destroyed, but the smaller building was
repaired and used as a hotel until 1926, when
it became the dining room behind a newly
constructed Tarpon Inn, as it now stands. The
structure was nominated for listing on the
NRHP in 1976.
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Figure 5. Previous investigations and previously recorded sites.
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CHAPTER 5

METHODS

CEI archaeologists conducted pedestrian
survey over 100 percent of the APE, outside
of the dune zone excluded from impacts. In
the approximately 33 acres of the project area
composed of beach, surface visibility was
almost 100 percent (Figure 7). Surface
visibility in other portions of the project area
tended to be patchy and varied from zero to
approximately 40 percent. Shovel tests
measured at least 30 cm in diameter and were
excavated in 20-cm levels to at least 60 cm in
depth or to the water table. Excavated
sediments were screened through 1/4-inch
hardware cloth.
Each shovel test was
documented on a shovel test form, and its
location was recorded with a handheld
Trimble Global Positioning System (GPS)
device.

Field methods complied with or
exceeded survey standards established by the
CTA and adopted by the THC. The research
design as accepted by the THC included the
excavation of at least 52 shovel tests spaced
evenly across the 154-acre park. The APE as
originally defined in the research design
included areas in the western portion of the
park that were later excluded from the APE
based on verbal statements from the Director
of Coastal Parks for Nueces County, Scott
Cross (Figure 6). This area consists of
heavily vegetated, tall sandy dunes. Mr.
Cross stated that no impacts are planned in
the area of dunes in the western portion of the
park (see Figure 6), and he expressed
understanding that if that portion of the park
was to be excluded from the current survey
effort, any future impacts to that area would
likely require archaeological investigation.
The area of dunes thus excluded from
investigation totaled approximately 23 acres.
Shovel testing was conducted near the gun
emplacement closest to the park boundary as
well as in one location in the dunes south of
the gun emplacement prior to Cross’s
confirmation that the dune area was to be
excluded from impacts (see Figure 6). The
pedestrian survey and shovel testing within
this dune area yielded no cultural material.

Surface inspection and examination of
historical aerial photography and historical
topographic maps indicated that much of the
park has been heavily modified in the past
and thus is unlikely to contain intact
archaeological deposits (Figure 8; Appendix
A, Figures 1 through 7). Modifications
include smoothing or flattening of a large
portion of the park, likely involving the use
of bulldozers; the construction of a park
headquarters building, at least two restroom
14

park; no evidence of those structures remains
today (see Appendix A, Figures 4 and 5).
Google Earth imagery from 1995 reveals
additional disturbances within the northern
portion of the project area (see Appendix A,
Figure 7). Based on these observations,
shovel testing was limited to areas of
moderate potential for undisturbed buried
deposits; this approach resulted in the
excavation of 16 shovel tests, all of which
were negative for cultural material (see
Figure 6).

structures, and a maintenance building; the
installation of numerous utility lines for
electricity and plumbing; and the creation of
a water catchment pond. Imagery dating
back to December 1955 is available from
Google Earth (see Appendix A, Figures 3, 6,
and 7). No imagery is available from Google
Earth for the project area between 1955 and
1978, but by 1978 the park had been
significantly modified from its 1955
appearance (see Appendix A, Figures 3 and
6). Topographic maps from 1968 and 1975
indicate the presence of structures near the
curved road in the southern portion of the

15

Figure 6. Area excluded from impacts and locations of shovel tests.
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CHAPTER 6

RESULTS

The majority of the dune area in the
western portion of the APE was excluded
from the current investigation based on the
assertion by the park director, Scott Cross,
that the area will not be impacted by the
improvements currently planned. Should
improvements or modifications be proposed
for the dune area excluded from the present
investigation, or should archaeological
remains be discovered during the course of
clearing or construction of the currently
proposed improvements, Nueces County
shall immediately contact the THC for
additional guidance.

Archaeological investigations of I.B.
Magee Park, located in Port Aransas, Nueces
County resulted in the discovery of no
archaeological sites.
Examination of
historical aerial photographs and topographic
maps indicate the park has undergone
extensive modification over the last several
decades, and very little of the proposed APE
retained even moderate potential for intact
buried cultural deposits. Sixteen shovel tests
in these areas of moderate potential were
negative for cultural material. Based on the
results of the survey, no further
archaeological
investigation
is
recommended.
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APPENDIX A: HISTORICAL AERIAL PHOTOGRAPHY
AND TOPOGRAPHIC MAPS

Appendix A, Figure 3. Google Earth imagery from 1955.
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Appendix A, Figure 6. Google Earth imagery from 1978.
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Appendix A, Figure 7. Google Earth imagery from 1995.
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APPENDIX B: SHOVEL TEST RESULTS

30

Sediment Type

10YR 7/3 very pale brown sand

Munsell

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/3 pale brown

0‐5

0‐80

0‐70

ST 7

ST 8

ST 9

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/3 pale brown

10YR 6/2 light grayish
brown
10YR 6/2 light grayish
5‐40
brown
40‐60 GLEY1 6/N gray

0‐80

ST 6

0‐80

ST 4

0‐80

0‐80

ST 3

ST 5

0‐80

Negative

Negative

Results

4/17/2017

Very wet. Terminated due to depth & sterility.
Negative
Surface visibility 10%, high grasses, prickly pear;
homogenous matrix, roots to ~30 cmbs. Terminated Negative
due to depth & sterility.
Roots at top 20 cm.
Negative

clay

Negative

Wet.

Negative

4/18/2017
Heather Perez 4/18/2017

Jenni Kimbell

Heather Perez 4/18/2017

4/18/2017

Jenni Kimbell

Jenni Kimbell

Surface visibility 10%, high grasses, prickly pear;
homogenous matrix, roots to ~30 cmbs. Terminated Negative
due to depth & sterility.

sand

sand

4/17/2017
Heather Perez 4/17/2017

Jenni Kimbell

Heather Perez 4/17/2017

Roots. Wet.

fine dry sand

Date

Heather Perez 4/17/2017

Recorder

Page 1 of 2

Blowout area. Terminated due to depth & sterility. Negative

Surface visibility 10%, high forbs, grasses, prickly
pear; homogenous matrix, roots to ~30 cmbs.
Negative
Terminated due to depth & sterility.
Terminated due to depth & sterility.
Negative
Surface visibility 10%, high grasses, prickly pear;
homogenous matrix, roots to ~30 cmbs. Terminated Negative
due to depth & sterility.

Terminated due to depth & sterility.

Some roots and shell.

Notes

loam

fine dry sand

sand

fine dry sand

sand

fine dry sand

10YR 7/3 very pale
60‐80 brown; some mottling
sand
10YR 5/8 yellowish brown

0‐60

ST 2

ST 1

Shovel Depth
Test # (cmbs)

Coastal Environments, Inc.
I.B. Magee Park
CEI 217025: Shovel Test Log

